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PENINSULA TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA
13235 Center Road
Traverse City, MI 49686
May 17, 2021
7:00 p.m.

Agenda
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Call to Order
Pledge
Roll Call
Review for Conflict of Interest
Brief Public Comments
Additions to Agenda/Approval
Consent Agenda
a. Approval of Meeting Minutes: Planning Commission Meeting, April 19, 2021
Reports
a. Zoning Board of Appeals (Couture)
b. Master Plan Update (Shipman)
Business Items
a. Introduction - Kohler Rezoning A-1 to R-1C
b. Bonobo SUP #118 Amendment – Update
c. Bella Vue PUD/SUP #137 – Update
d. Zoning Ordinance Update
e. SUP Process
Public Comments
Other Matters or Comments by Planning Commission Members
Adjournment

Minutes
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PENINSULA TOWNSHIP

13235 Center Road, Traverse City MI 49686
Ph: 231.223.7322 Fax: 231.223.7117
www.peninsulatownship.com
PENINSULA TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
VIA ZOOM FORMAT
April 19, 2021

1. Call to Order: 7:00 p.m. by Shipman
2. Pledge
3. Roll Call:

Present via Zoom: Hornberger, Hall, Dloski, Shipman, Wunsch, Couture; Also present: Mielnik,
Deeren, Hodges
Shipman: The meeting is being conducted virtually because of COVID-19 and all of the members of
the planning commission reside in Peninsula Township, Wunsch is in Traverse City.
Roll Call: Hornberger, Hall, Dloski, Shipman, Wunsch, and Couture are in Peninsula Township for the
meeting and Wunsch is in Traverse City.

4. Review for Conflict of Interest: None
5. Brief Public Comments: None
6. Additions to Agenda/Approval:

Moved by Hornberger to approve agenda as presented, seconded by Dloski
Roll Call:

pass unan

7. Consent Agenda:

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes: Planning Commission Meeting, March 15, 2021
Hornberger: Correction on page 3, remove no action and remove the second motion.
Shipman: Correct access to assess on page 4.
Moved by Wunsch to accept consent agenda, as amended, seconded by Hall
Roll Call:
pass unan

8. Reports:

a. Zoning Board of Appeals (Couture)
Deeren: Briefly summarized the four cases heard by the ZBA in March.

9. Business Items:

a. Bonobo SUP #118 #2 Public Hearing
Moved by Hornberger to suspend the regular meeting and open the public hearing, seconded by
Dloski.
Roll call:
pass unan
Public comments facilitated my Jim Muratzki, LIAA
Monnie Peters, 1425 Neahtawanta Road, Traverse City: Bonobo has a history with the township.
When the first building was built with a SUP and it was twenty percent larger and done without
permits. They put in six to eight feet of additional dirt. The view was destroyed at that time.
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Previously, one could see to the end of Carroll Road. The value was destroyed for the house on
Center Road in front of the winery. They did not get a permit for the pergola. The proposed forty by
sixty foot storage shed should be moved. The pergola should be moved further north.
Harold David Edmondson, 12414 Center Road, Traverse City: Peters suggested moving the storage
building to the north, but this is a “no-build” area according to the PDR contract. The parcel the
winery is built on is a number one viewshed. The planning commission and the town board allowed
this to happen when it did not meet the standards. A precedent was set. Summarized an additional
PDR example where the applicant had moved a site that was appraised and paid for. For Bonobo,
the view has already been compromised. Spoke in favor of the SUP because of this.
Moved by Hornberger to close the public hearing and open the regular meeting, seconded by
Hall.
Roll call:
pass unan
Mielnik: Jennifer Hodges has provided the applicant with an escrow amount. Clarifies that there
are three elements, a 16x24 foot pergola, a 20x20 foot covered work area, and a 40x60 foot
covered work and storage area. There was a mention of an enclosure to the east of the 40x60 foot
covered work area.
Oosterhouse: There is an overhang for rain protection.
Mielnik: For clarity, something (a drawing) is needed to describe what is proposed.
Deeren: Has a problem with the application, it states there is an existing 16x20 foot pergola that
was built in 2016 without a permit. It is under a temporary permit that expires in August of 2021,
this is only a five-month permit.
Dloski: Is a pergola permitted in an agricultural zoning district?
Deeren: Yes, it is allowed by the ordinance.
Dloski: While at the property for a site visit, there were picnic tables and fire pits in the vicinity of
the pergola. What function will the pergola serve?
Oosterhouse: It will be used as a sunshade.
Dloski: Asks for clarification of the sunshade. There is a bar, will this be used for service?
Oosterhouse: It was used during COVID restrictions. It will become a sunshade and at harvest time
it will be pre-staging area for grapes.
Dloski: The patrons will be at the tables on the grass where the pergola is located. Why did the
pergola go up without a permit?
Oosterhouse: It is trellis work and can be used as a decorative and usable trellis for grapes; useful
from a marketing standpoint.
Dloski: Did you know the zoning code was violated?
Oosterhouse: No, did not believe it was a violation of the zoning code.
Mielnik: What will the 40x60 foot covered work area be used for?
Oosterhouse: It will be for the bins from the vineyard that cannot all be brought into the building.
Rain can damage the grapes. It will be a pre-collection or staging area.
Dloski: Would you be agreeable to a provision in the SUP to limit the area to this activity?
Oosterhouse: Will not limit the activity in this space.
Hornberger: Will the bar area be removed?
Oosterhouse: Yes.
Deeren: Last Thursday, a bulldozer was moving earth on the property, what was the intent?
Oosterhouse: The area was falling down and it was to build it back up to correct erosion.
Deeren: Permits are required to move earth to a certain extent.
Mielnik: To clarify, for the 40x60 foot covered work and storage area, if patrons want to observe
grapes they can, but it is not a public event space. It is for the processing and storage of grapes.
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Oosterhouse: Old Mission Peninsula does not allow tents and open covered space. With COVID,
patrons can go into it and it can serve as a public event space since we are at fifty percent capacity.
Deeren: Does the liquor license cover this?
Oosterhouse: The liquor license covers all fifty acres.
Shipman: The neighbor to the southeast would have their view impacted. Is it feasible to shift the
40x60 foot building to the north?
Oosterhouse: Agrees to consider the neighbor’s view, would want to see the neighbor’s view.
Shipman: Would be interested in exploring this. Do you have a relationship with that neighbor?
Oosterhouse: Yes, it might be possible to talk to the neighbor.
Shipman: In any case, one could go to the property line and explore the view from the property line
only.
Mielnik: For the 40x60 foot work area, it is two levels?
Oosterhouse: It has underground storage. There is a door to the west.
Mielnik: How do you access the lower half? What size is the door?
Oosterhouse: Garage door
Mielnik: So there is one floor level for the 40x60 foot space and half of the building has
underground storage space.
Oosterhouse: Yes.
Shipman: Guest activity will be in both the pergola and the 40x60 foot covered storage area, as well
as production activities?
Oosterhouse: Yes.
Shipman: There is a need to look at it as a whole for traffic and capacity limits.
Wunsch: Not in favor of looking at it as a storage area with it becoming an event room later.
Oosterhouse: It was approved at Hawthorne.
Mielnik: Hawthorne was an existing use by right.
Deeren: Their tasting room was smaller.
Mielnik: Hawthorne was an existing use by right winery and now it is a winery chateau.
Oosterhouse: They have approved outdoor space.
Dloski: Understood the building was for storage, not to accommodate patrons. It is more than a
storage area; it will accommodate patrons. It needs to be treated that way.
Wunsch: Will approve a storage area, but not open to consider it part of a guest activity space.
Hornberger: This is the first time it has come to our attention that there will be guests.
Oosterhouse: Mansfield stated that it would be used as a space for normal activities.
Deeren: The application does not define this; it needs to be clarified. It does not speak to future
activities.
Hornberger: Tours would be acceptable, as opposed to guest activities.
Shipman: Mansfield said that there would be no public use in the last meeting. Need clarification.
Mielnik: Suggests the formation of a committee to further discuss the details of the application.
Still need Hodge’s report.
Hornberger and Hall will form the committee, Wunsch will weigh in on agricultural topics.
Moved by Couture to form a subcommittee and table Bonobo SUP #118 #2, the committee will
consist of Hornberger and Hall, with feedback from Mielnik and Deeren, to look further into the
Bonobo SUP and come back to the planning commission with recommendations, seconded by
Dloski.
Roll call:
pass unan
b. Bella Vue PUD/SUP #137
Mielnik: New material has been provided by the applicant, including an arborist report.
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Dan Leonard, 1256 Fairwood Drive, East Bay Township, Coldwater Development: Significant
amount of new material has been provided. Greg Luyt has worked on the master deed. We have
supplied drawings for soil movement. Setbacks between the build envelopes and the steep slope
have been provided. The setbacks will not negatively affect the slope. The two types of open space
have been delineated. The master deed language will be incorporated into the arborist's plan and
managed by the association.
Greg Luyt, Attorney for Bella Vue development: Information was sent to Greg Meihn on February
26, 2021. The vegetation management plan will be placed in the master deed. The only pruning or
removal of vegetation would be if there was a danger or an infestation related to the vegetation. If
anything was removed it would be replaced to maintain the integrity of the slope. The plan
provides that it would run with the land and cannot be taken out of the master deed by a future
association.
Hall: Has concerns that at some point the vegetation could be removed. What is the remedy of the
township? The covenant for this will be in the master deed and will run with the land. In a
condominium, the owners can amend the master deed. What if they decide to clear cut for a view?
Looking for a remedy?
Luyt: A deed restriction can be put in that cannot be amended by a future association. The
language proposed would do that. The approval is contingent on this provision being part of the
plan and part of the property moving forward. The township would be able to enforce it.
Mielnik: There is a need to address issues with the open space management plans from the
arborist, more details are needed. There are two open space zones, general and steep slope. Would
like to see a list of permitted uses and activities for these zones. There are conflicts between the
arborist’s report and the site plan. In one instance the building is fifteen feet from the edge. Also,
there is a conflict with the treatment of the removal of existing vegetation. The buffer delineation
and the “no disturb” area measurements need to be clarified and more details added. Believed
there was a larger distance from the buffer area to the buildings.
Discussion of the steep slope area regarding definition and management.
Deeren: What is the depth of tree coverage from the property line? Measurements for parking
need to be added. The side yards and basins should be delineated, as well as setbacks and how far
from the hillside.
Mielnik: There is a fifteen-foot buffer from the steep slope and the homes.
Deeren: There should be a deed restriction related to the cutting of the trees. This should be in
each individual deed.
Dloski: On the setback issue: the lot lines run into the sensitive area to the homes on Bluff Road.
Wish to see a specific measurement as to where the building units are from the bluff. Need a line
from the top of the bluff. If this is not shown, there cannot be enforcement.
Leonard: It is in the packet on C1.4.
Fred Campbell, engineer for the developer: Has provided detailed drawings and also has simplified
several of the drawings.
Discussion of C1.4 and C1.9 drawings.
Shipman: Some of the units are ten feet from the sensitive bluff line, some are fifteen, yet the one
in the middle is six feet from the silt fence.
Leonard: When delineating from the silt fence to the proposed building, it is well within the
permitting for soil erosion.
Dloski: If the middle unit is six feet from the bluff, where will decks go?
Shipman: Can Jennifer Hodges walk the commission through the numbers?
Discussion of the placement of the buildings and decks and the stabilization of the bluff.
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Hodges: Sent a preliminary review to Mielnik, based on the updated plans. The bank stabilization
was discussed. A geotechnical investigation should be done. Soil borings should be done.
Deeren: Was there consideration to moving the road to the bluff side?
Campbell: It was intended to encapsulate the views and give room for fire vehicles to navigate.
Leonard: The property is very steep and the road followed the land to comply with the code, and
this placement was the least impactful.
Campbell: The road exists going up the slope.
Dloski: Is the cut and fill profile on C1.8? At approximately station 4+00, are you going to be cutting
from approximately 6.65 to approximately 6.40? There will be a lot of cutting and where will the fill
go?
Hodges: There is no overall cut and fill for the sites.
Dloski: There are four holding tanks for the private sanitary sewer system, will the obligation for
maintenance be the responsibility of the five houses, and will the septic be in the condominium
documents?
Campbell: This design follows health department regulations.
Shipman: Suggests a committee form to discuss the details and issues.
Shipman and Dloski will form the committee.
Moved by Hornberger to form a committee of Dloski and Shipman to work with the developer
and engineer to move forward and report back to the planning commission, seconded by Dloski.
Roll call :
pass unan
c. Zoning Ordinance Update
Mielnik: Reviews the memo in the packet and discussed the progress of the committee, with the
intention to move the zoning ordinance update to the town board.
d. SUP Process
Mielnik: Reviewed in the last meeting that the description of the steps and the process was not
clear. The planning commission approved this during the last meeting. There are edits to identify
and a few more steps to be added. The edits can be described at the next meeting.
Discussion of the SUP process and consideration of a different process for very minor changes of
a SUP.
e. Master Plan Update and Replacement PC member for Master Plan Committee
Shipman: A meeting was held today at 3:00 p.m. and with Oosterhouse’s resignation, the
committee is short a member. The goal of the master plan committee is to move the master plan,
further along, to put it in front of the planning commission for the May meeting.
Dloski volunteered to be on the committee.
Moved by Shipman to appoint Dloski as a member of the master plan committee, as a planning
commission member, seconded by Wunsch.
Roll call
pass unan
Mielnik: There is an outline of a document and more content has been added. A challenge is
defining the vision. Also, there is a need to discuss the non-motorized portion.
Shipman: As discussed today, there is a real interest in the planning commission take a step to
assist in the non-motorized portion of transportation.
Mielnik: The issue came up from the community survey in November. This has driven conversation
and the idea to reach out to TART, Norte, and the Cherry Capital Cycling Club. These organizations
have township residents as members. These organizations will not be involved in a formal capacity
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unless asked by the township. One action is for the planning commission to formally recommend to
the township board to formally invite these organizations to join with the township.
Moved by Dloski to recommend to the town board to ask these organizations to work with the
township, seconded by Couture.
Roll call :
pass unan
f. Eagleview Software Training
Mielnik: The deadline for registration for training is tomorrow. Brief description of software
capability.

10. Public Comments:

Bill Smethels, 10547 Bluff Road, Traverse City: Shares two hundred feet of the property line with
the proposed Bella View subdivision. Looked at the plans and did not see any distances from the
property line to where the silt fence would be located. Three of the buildings will be above his
property. Would like plans in the future to see the distances to the top of the ridge from his
property line.

11. Other Matters by Planning Commission Members: None
12. Adjournment:

Moved by Dloski to adjourn, seconded by Couture
Roll call:
Adjournment at 8:53 p.m.
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Kohler Rezoning
A-1 to R-1C

memo
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Randy Mielnik, AICP

Date:

May 10, 2021

Re:

Introduction - Rezoning

Mr. Theodore Kohler owns the property at 9600 Eastridge Drive and it includes 5.370 acres (parcel # 11‐017‐
023‐10). There is an existing home on this property with frontage on Eastridge Drive. Frontage also exists on
Center Road. All of the property is zoned A‐1 as shown on the attached image. This A‐1 zoning district is
sandwiched between R‐1C and R‐1A. Some of this land has steep slopes (also shown on the attached
images).
Several years ago, Mr. Kohler attempted to rezone this parcel to allow for additional home construction. This
action did not take place. Today, Mr. Kohler would like to pursue rezoning again for the stated purpose of
selling land to adjacent neighbors. As the parcel is just 5.37 acres, only a small amount of this land could be
sold off as zoned A‐1 before dropping below the 5‐acre minimum lot size.
This item is on the agenda as an introduction for discussion purposes. No formal application has been
submitted

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Andrea
planner@peninsulatownship.com
Kohler@chartermi.net
9600 Eastridge Drive, 49686
Tuesday, April 27, 2021 1:40:52 PM

Good afternoon Randy,
Thank you for meeting with me today concerning my property at 9600 Eastridge Drive. As I
stated, I was approached by neighbors
indicating a desire to purchase a portion of my land. When I started asking other neighbors of
their opinion, I found that
several of the neighbors would be interested in enhancing their property as well. Therefore, I
would like to ask the commission
to consider rezoning my property from A1 to R1C.
I will look forward to hearing back from you.
Best regards,
Theodore J. Kohler
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Zoning Ordinance
Update

memo
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Randy Mielnik, AICP

Date:

May 12, 2021

Re:

Zoning Ordinance Update

Early last year, the planning commission reviewed the updated draft zoning ordinance, considered it
ready for initial public review, and posted it on the township website. After taking public comment
for the next eight months, the need for additional edits was apparent. At the September 2020
meeting, the planning commission approved these edits and decided that the Draft of Peninsula
Township Zoning Ordinance (09-21-2020), was ready for a formal public hearing. This document was
accompanied by a separate list of additional edits staff generated and proposed to add to the draft.
A formal public hearing occurred on October 19, 2020, and was continued in November and
December of 2020.
Based upon comments received at the October, November, and December 2020 public hearings,
several portions of the ordinance rewrite were temporarily set aside so that the bulk of the update
could move forward (see the winter 2021 township newsletter article written by Isaiah Wunsch for a
more detailed explanation).
A new draft was produced, dated March 15, 2020 and posted on the township web site for
comment. Subsequently, the recently adopted amendments addressing accessory free-standing
solar equipment (which went into effect on April 20, 2021) were incorporated into this March 15th
draft, along with steps to test and fix all “hyper-links.” The latest draft is now dated May 17, 2021
and was posted on the township web site.
This May 17th draft is ready for formal consideration by the Planning Commission. Once the
planning commission approves this document, it will be forwarded to the township board, where
another formal public hearing and deliberation will occur before the township board takes final
action. Members of the township board have expressed a desire to delay taking action until
summer so seasonal residents have an opportunity to comment before the town board takes final
action. The sections that were set aside will be dealt with individually and incorporated into the
official zoning ordinance as they are approved.

SUP Process

Peninsula Township’s
Special Use Permit Process
What is a Special Use Permit?
Like most zoning ordinances, the Peninsula Township Zoning Ordinance divides the township into
several zoning districts (agricultural, residential, commercial). These districts align with the character of
various areas of Peninsula Township and they include land uses that are permitted “as of right” and uses
that must be approved by a special use permit (SUP). Land uses categorized as “as of right” receive a
land use permit after administrative review and approval. SUPs are approved only after review by both
the planning commission and township board. SUPs are categorized as such because they are more
generally more extensive activities and could impact adjacent properties in terms of traffic, noise, or
other considerations. Consequently, public hearings are required prior to the approval of a SUP to allow
residents to share support for and/or concerns. At the end of the process, a signed document is
prepared that describes the approved use and applicable approval conditions.
To learn which uses require SUP approval and which are “as of right,” consult the zoning ordinance,
which is available at www.peninsulatownship.com. Projects for either category require an application to
be submitted for review and potentially outsourcing to the township engineering and attorney for
review of engineering or legal issues.

SUP APPROVAL PROCESS

The SUP approval process can take several months; a summary of the steps that occur follow:

Step 1: Preliminary Staff Consultation
Applicants are encouraged to meet with the township planner and zoning administrator to ask questions
and review draft documents.

Step 2: Introductory Planning Commission Meeting
Applicants are encouraged to attend a planning commission meeting to introduce the project to the
Peninsula Township Planning Commission. This event can occur before formal submission of an
application and serves two main purposes. First, it helps familiarize the members of the planning
commission with the project. Second, it helps identify issues or problems before the applicant incurs
costly design expenses. A fee is required.
At the end of the introductory meeting, three outcomes are possible:
1. The planning commission assigns the project to the development review committee to work with
applicant, staff, engineer, and attorney to address issues. The development review committee may
direct the planner to schedule a public hearing for the next full PC meeting when appropriate.
2. The planning commission may request additional information before assigning the project to the
development review committee.
3. In rare instances wherein the project is uncomplicated and a complete application has been
provided, the planning commission may assign the project to the development review committee to
work with applicant, staff, engineer, and attorney to address issues. The development review

committee may direct the planner to schedule a public hearing for the next full PC meeting when
appropriate.
In all cases, the project does not move forward to step three, and the public hearing is not scheduled
until all escrow funds are paid.

Step 3: Public Hearing
At the scheduled public hearing, the applicant should be prepared to present the project and respond to
questions from residents. A public notice of the hearing is published in the newspaper 15 days prior to
the hearing and notices to be sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the project site. A copy of
the submitted application is provided to the township engineer for review. The purpose of the hearing is
to learn of concerns and issues from residents so that necessary project design changes can be made.
Typically, no action is taken on the project until the following meeting. If, at the end of the hearing, it
appears that any outstanding issues can or will be soon resolved, the planning commission may ask the
development review committee and planner to work with applicant, engineer, and attorney to prepare
a draft statement of findings and conclusions relative to the special land use specifying the basis for the
decision and any conditions imposed.

Step 4: Development of Findings and Conclusions and PC Action
At the meeting following the public hearing, a statement of findings and conclusions forming the basis
for the decision and conditions imposed is presented for consideration. Evidence of consultation with
other review authorities such as the township engineer, road commission, health department, etc. is
required as part of the draft statement of findings and conclusions. If approved, the matter moves to the
township board.

Step 5: Township Board Hearing and Action
The township board receives the statement of findings and conclusions and schedules a second public
hearing to once again allow residents and neighbors to comment on the project. The township board
may, but is not required, to act on the proposed SUP the same night as the hearing. This hearing must
also be publicly posted in the newspaper 15 days prior to the hearing.

Step 6: Document Execution and Subsequent Permitting
When approved, the statement of findings and conclusions and list of conditions is signed by the
township and the applicant. Any changes to the project going forward require a formal amendment to
the SUP. Additionally, a land use permit(s) is required from Peninsula Township before any construction
may proceed; no land use permit will be issued until there is evidence that all SUP approval conditions
have been met.
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Peninsula Township
DRAFT 5/12/21
Special Use Permit (SUP) Process

ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF / PC CONSIDERATION
Responsible
(Contact)
Person

Status

Date

Notes

Application
Fee
Escrow Fee Deposit
Site Plans
Complies with Zoning Ordinance
Landscape Plan
Visual illustration provided including elevations of
buildings / exteriors
Exterior Lighting Plan
Outdoor Garbage / Refuse Containment
Soil Information / Borings
Environmental Assessment
Traffic Study
Preliminary Site Plan Review / Approval
County Health Department (well & septic)
County Health Department (SESC)
Twp Engineer (Stormwater)
Fire Department
County Road Commission (driveway)
Sheriff Department
ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED PER PC / BOARD APPROVAL TO OBTAIN LAND USE PERMIT

Clearing / Earth Change Approval
Soil Erosion Control / NPDES NOC Permit (Permit
on file with Twp)
Installation of SESC Measures
Stormwater Control Review / Approval (Twp
Engineer)
Storm Water Control Permit Issued by ZA
Storm Water Bond / Escrow Provided

ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF / PC CONSIDERATION
Responsible
(Contact)
Person

Status

Final Site Plan Submission
Planning Dept Review / Approval
PERMITS
Health Department Permits Received and on file
with Twp (Well & Septic)
GTCRC Driveway Permit Received and on file with
Twp
DEQ Notice of Coverage Permit Received and on
file with Twp
Fire Dept Approval – Power lines to meet
International fire code
ESCROW AND/OR BOND
Storm water
INSPECTION
GTCRC Approval prior to Paving (24 hour notice)
SESC / SW (Approved by Township and reports
provided)
PROJECT CLOSEOUT

Post Construction Compliance review by ZA
Post Construction Compliance per Fire Dept
Easements Recorded and on file with Twp (as
applicable)

Date

Notes

Correspondence

planner@peninsulatownship.com
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

David D Taft <ddtaft@mac.com>
Monday, May 3, 2021 1:02 PM
Susie Shipman; Isaiah Wunsch; David Sanger; Rebecca Chown; planner@peninsulatownship.com
Michael Dettmer
Planning Commission - Bonobo Winery SUP #118 Amendment
Bonobo.Violations.SUP.4.28.2021.pdf; Bonobo.Dec.2020.Ad.pdf

I am sending the attached summary about Bonobo Winery to the Planning Commission Chair, the Township Board
Representative who sits on the Planning Commission, the Township Board Trustee who is the Ordinance Enforcement
Officer, the Township Clerk and the Township Planner. I would ask that you share this email and attachments with the
rest of the Planning Commission.
Over the years there has been almost a complete turnover of positions in both the Planning Commission and Township
Board and many changes in the Township Staff.
I think it’s important to understand the evolution of Bonobo since its initial proposal to the Township in 2012. Since their
initial SUP approval as a winery‐chateau, they have operated with a pattern of violations to their SUP and continue
today with this pattern.
They are asking in their SUP #118 Amendment #2 to add additional space — increase their winery sq. ft. footprint by
19%—into Ag Zone land—and impact a township viewshed.
The attached discusses some of their history and raises questions about their operations. In addition, I have attached a
recent ad that promotes sales of drinks in violation of their SUP and shows the yet‐to‐be approved pergola as a key part
of a lighted outdoor lawn serving area.
David Taft
952 Neahtawanta Road

1

Opposition to Bonobo Winery SUP #118 Amendment
Summary: Opposition to Bonobo Winery SUP#118 Amendment to location of 40X60 Covered
Work and Storage Area and 16X24 because:
1. 40X60 Covered Work and Storage Area would interfere with the Viewshed and the owner cannot
deny the building would be open to visitors—tours, etc. Some suspect the owner intent is to
convert this proposed building to an Event Center—for future events not allowed today in the
zoning ordinance.
2. 16X24 Pergola has already been built without prior Planning Commission approval—similar to
the building of the 18% larger square feet original winery building—built before approval by the
Planning Commission and Township Board in an amendment in 2014. It should be removed from
its Ag Zone location.
Bonobo has been a consistent violator of its SUP since approved by the Township Board in 2013:
1. At May 25, 2013 PC meeting, before approval, Oosterhouse stated the winery building would be
built 4 feet below Center Road. After SUP approval, the building site was recontoured so that
today the winery sits several feet above Center Road—obstructing even more the Viewshed.
2.

Instead of the approved size of 6500 sq feet for the winery building, the actual building was built
18% larger and after completing this larger building, Bonobo then revealed to the Township its
larger size than the building in the original SUP and asked for approval.

3.

The recontouring caused a severe drainage issue that had to be later corrected.

4.

After approval of the larger building in an amendment-11/20/2014, a condition of approval was
the 75% planting requirement. Bonobo planted a pumpkin patch instead of grapes to meet the
75% requirement. This crop eventually failed.

5.

The Bonobo website was asked to stop promoting events on its website in violation of
8.7.3(10)(u)2(d).

6.

At 11/10/2015 township meeting, staff reported that Guest Activity Uses requirements- tonnage
reports, proof of processing- not provided. Request for Guest Activity Uses was denied by the
Township.

7.

On 4/19/2016 three consent judgments with fines and court cost payments were filed with 86th
District Court. Violations at that time: selling/serving bottles for consumption on-site, co-selling
activities on-site, charging cover charges for entertainment on-site. Oosterhouse agreed
henceforth to comply with the Peninsula Township Zoning Ordinance.

8.

At 9/12/2016 meeting, Township Board discussed revocation of Bonobo SUP as they had not
met the 75% planted in active production requirement. Instead, the Board offered an olive branch
to allow planting in 2017.

9.

Bonobo has held events in violation of its SUP: A wedding advertisement - dating from late 2016broadly advertises a wedding event.

10. Bonobo is routinely advertising and offering To-Go Meals on its website in violation of its SUP.
Weekly full course meals continue to be advertised weekly in 2020 and 2021.

11. In late 2020, Bonobo talked about its distillery license, and its Bonobo Gin, Vodka and Whiskey
and offered for sale “Boozy Hot Cocoa” and, “Warm Whiskey Smash” with its whiskey and
French 75s from Bonobo Gin and its sparkling Riesling. A Facebook video of the owner
promotes these liquor cocktails—all clear violations of its SUP. See 6.36 T(5) (c).
12. The 16X24 Pergola is already a fixture in the outdoor patio lit by an array of overhead colored
string lights. The Pergola has never been approved by the Planning Commission or Board. The
picnic bench lighted area for tasting, serving food and mixed drinks is located on Ag Zone land.
How can the Township approve this Pergola and Work and Storage building that will border the
social area on Ag Zone land that, itself, has not been approved? Todd Oosterhouse commented at
the 4/19/2021Planning Commission Meeting that he could not guarantee that guests would not be
in the proposed Covered Work and Storage Area. As it borders the violating patio covered with
lights and picnic benches, the Covered Work and Storage Area may be intended for future events.
Because the Covered Work and Storage Area interferes with the Viewshed, it should not be
approved as proposed and should be placed elsewhere on the 50-acre site. Also, the Pergola
should be removed as it clearly sits on Ag Zone land, not on the approved winery footprint as
amended in 2014. The patio/picnic bench and lighted area on Ag Zone land, seen on the Bonobo
website and the Facebook Oosterhouse led cocktail presentation, violates the SUP.
Examination of the Michigan.gov Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website
referencing the latest Beer and Wine Tax Collection totals under OV the Farm LLC (Bonobo
owner) tax collection on 14,764 liters in 2018 and 4,409 liters in 2019. How can these low numbers
be explained with the large number of visitors to Bonobo in those years? There are 3 possibilities:
1. Private labeled shipments of wine received at the site from an out-of-state supplier—private
labeling their Washington and California wines advertised on their labels in those years. It’s
assumed that the private label seller to Bonobo paid the liquor tax in the state of bottling
and labelling. If sold as shiners (unlabeled filled bottles) labeled at Bonobo site or barrels/
containers filled and labeled at Bonobo site would be reported as Michigan taxed wine.
2. Taxable amounts of wine are being underreported to the State.
3. Tonnage amounts of grapes processed are being over-reported to the Township.
Some obvious questions need to be discussed with Township staff to understand Bonobo better:
a. If a wholesaler of wine—private label or otherwise—is paying a tax, is Bonobo again in
violation of its SUP by buying rather than making finished wine product? Is Bonobo in
violation of its state small winemaker license?
b. Are Guest Activities as defined by the ZO being conducted at Bonobo? If correct, then the
number of guests that were served-- based on 1.25 Tons of fruit crop for each person to
participate in winery guest activity uses (6.36 T(3) & (7)(a) -- would allow about 20 guests in
2018 and 6-7 guests in 2019. Someone should verify the tonnage numbers reported by
Bonobo for 2018 and 2019 before acting on this SUP.
c. It is clear that their SUP does not allow alcohol beverage sales. If the state has granted
Bonobo a liquor distillery license, why wasn’t this distillery license reviewed with the
Township in that the current SUP does not allow alcohol sales?(6.36 T (5)(c).
There are many questions to be resolved before the Planning Commission recommends approval
of this SUP #118 Amendment in view of the past history of consistent violations and potential of
current violations at Bonobo.
4/28/2021

Learn How to Make a French 75!

We're going live on Facebook tomorrow at 6:30 pm to show you how to make one
of our favorite cocktails, a French 75. We will be using our brand new Bonobo Gin
(and chatting about our new distillery license) and our brand new Sparkling
Riesling, Blanc de Blancs. We'd love for you to join in the fun with us - hop onto
our Facebook page tomorrow (Wednesday) at 6:30 pm!

Shop Wine Here

Winter Wonderland Again This Weekend!

Winter Wonderland was such a hit last weekend that we are doing it again this
weekend! Join us for two specialty cocktails made with Bonobo liquor (Warm
Whiskey Smash and Boozy Hot Cocoa), a full wine bar, two soups (Three Bean &

Beef Chili and Ginger Squash), and lots of festive, outdoor fun. We've transformed
our lawn into a scene from Elf, and we can't wait for you to see it. Bring the whole
family; kids and (well-behaved) dogs are welcome! The entire event takes place
outdoors; we will have firepits to help keep you warm but please dress for the brisk
Northern Michigan weather.

This Week's To-Go Meals

Let Chef Adam make dinner for you on Friday, Saturday, or Sunday night! Each
weekend we will have a new menu, and orders must be placed at least one day in
advance. Please see below for the delicious menu that Chef Adam has created for
this week. You can order each course a la carte, or you can order the entire meal
(choose 1 entree for each person) for 2 people for $65 + tax.

First Course $18:
Cheese and Charcuterie $18
~assortment of meats and cheeses~house pickles~jam
Second Course $23:
Stuffed Airline Chicken Breast
gratin potatoes~squash puree
or
Curried Vegetable Grain Bowl
Third Course $7:
Flourless Chocolate Cake
blackberry puree~cocoa dusting
Place your order by calling our Tasting Room at (231) 282-9463.
Text (231) 590-0537 when you arrive, and we will bring your order out to you.

